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III.— VULGATE HOMEEIC PAPYRI. 

Since the publication of my articles ^ on the latest stages in 
the tradition of the Homeric poems, a number of papyri have 
been printed; to others, which were then inaccessible, I have 
now gained access; and, thanks to W. Schubart, Einfuhrung 
in die Papyruskunde, pp. 478-480,^ I have become aware of a 
number of omissions in my lists of papyri. The purpose of the 
present article is to use this additional material as a test for the 
theory that I have proposed of the origin of our Homeric text. 

I feel that I can proceed immediately to this task without 
pausing to examine in detail the little investigation entitled 
Zu den Homerpapyri and published in BPhW. 36 (1916), Sp. 
1281-1287, by Walter Miiller with the intention of refuting this 
theory as known to him from the first of my articles.^ 

^ The Archetype of our Iliad and the Papyri, American Journal of 
Philology 35 (1914) 125-148; The Latest Expansions of the Iliad, ibid. 
37 (1916) 1-30; and The Latest Expansions of the Odyssey, ibid. 452-458. 
These will be cited hereafter simply by the pages. 

' The best acknowledgment of my indebtedness is to point out the few 
serious faults I have found in this list. " ■* 22-447 3p Sachs G Wiss 
1904 " must be A 22-447 3p published by Blass in the Berichte (not the 
Abhandlungen ) d. Kgl. Sachs. Ges. d. Wiss., Phil.-hist. Klasse, 1904, 
p. 211. The following are omitted: P. Eomanus N 143-150 1 a Rendi- 
conti della Accad. dei Linoei, 2 (1893), p. 831, and the Aberdeen papyri, 
B 687-695, 760-778, A 199-211, H 60-68, 1356-378, * 1-26, 58-65, X 265- 
272, Class. Quart. 1 (1907) 257 ff. What is described as a 'fragment' 
of p contains in reality 34 lines. 

'Of the 22 passages employed by Miiller to test my theory, one, the 
Catalogue of the Ships, is irrelevant (it shows merely that in antiquity 
as well as in the Middle Ages there were people who did not regard it as 
worth while to copy this section ) ; another, E 83, is an error, no papyrus 
omitting the line; four more, published by the Societk Italiana, will 
be treated in this article; while the remaining 16 were all discussed 
in my second article. A comparison of it will show that the reason 
Miiller did not find here a confirmation of the theory was his failure 
to distinguish properly between the accidental and the significant omis- 
sions in the papyri — only 9 183, X 363 and perhaps T 235 coming under 
the latter class. Of minor details I may gratefully note : B 168 is 
unquestionably omitted by P. Bodl. al(P) ; A 313 is not added by a 
second hand in P. Morgan (I should therefore shift it from the certain 
to the probable instances of surface corruption) ; N 46 is not added by 
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In general, however, I may point out that I do not date all 
these interpolations im ausgehenden AUertum or later. On the 
contrary I believe (cf. especially pp. 19 f., 30 f ., 24, 30, 458) 
that the process of interpolation began almost immediately after 
the appearance of the vulgate in about 150 b. 0. Consequently 
my expectation that a certain interpolation will not be found in 
the papyri is not based upon the belief that no copy of Homer 
containing that line was ever written before 600 a. d. My belief 
is that an interpolation — if it is of earlier date — ^had by the year 
600 extended to so few copies of the poems that the chance of 
finding a pajpyrus containing it is extremely slight. This chance 
is not equal for all interpolations, but varies according to the 
date at which the interpolation was first made, and the date of 
the papyrus in question. Nor do I believe that the early copies 
would fall into two sharply marked classes, those with, and those 
without, interpolations. Eather would they vary from passage 
to passage; for each interpolation is a separate fact, and the 
whole process is to be conceived very much as Johannes Schmidt 
pictured in his Wellentheorie the rise and spread of linguistic 
changes. 

The new material * gives us for the Odyssey 292 lines, for 

a second hand in P. Brit. Mus. 732 ; S 200-201, 427, and 441 are added 
in P. Brit. Mus. 107 by a second hand. I may add that the second hand 
of P. Oxy. 223 in correcting the accidental omission of E 75 has marked 
it to be inserted after B 83. 

One passage must be criticised briefly. " Eine Nachprttfung ergibt 
jedoch eine Korrektur, indem n'amlich an zwei Stellen ein Papyrus 
einen Vers auslasst, den ein andrer Papyrus doch bietet: B 168 fehlt 
in Pap. Mus. Br. 136 (read 126) und Pap. Bodl. a 1, steht dagegen in 
Pap. Soc. Ital. 137; ©6 fehlt in Pap. Goodspeed 7 (Washim), steht 
aber in Pap. Mus. Br. 136." As a matter of fact P. Soc. Ital. 137 
omits B 168; while P. Brit. Mus. 136 does not contain the beginning of 
9 but only parts of FA. One thinks naturally that this is a misprint 
for P. Brit. Mus. 736 (the only other papyrus covering the beginning 
of 6 ) , but this also omits the line in question. The material brought to 
refute my statement serves but to support it. 

*Por abbreviations not used previously, cf. Schubart. The following 
papyri are mentioned so briefly that it is impossible to use them : Frgg. 
ABAGAP Ken P 139 | Frg. 6 2 Arch Eep 95/6 p. 17 | Frg. o Sayce Ac 
1894 May 12 p. 401. That condition is approximated by A 298-333 
1/2 p P Bodl e 58, but I have assumed that any important omission 
would have been mentioned in Ken P 139. Two papyri are still inae- 
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189 of which papyrus evidence was previously not available." 
My list II" of certain interpolations (p. 453) is tested but at 
three points p 333* (Ac B Lettres 1905) p 603" (Oxy VI 955) 
and ij/ 320 (Oxy VI 956). All three of these lines are omitted; 
the omission of i^ 320 by P. Eyl. 53 had previously (p. 456) 
been observed. These papyri afford no test of list 11" (p. 453) 
of probable interpolations. They test list III (p. 454) at four 
points I 361, 406 (Oxy XI 1396), p 601, a 39 (Oxy VI 955) ; 
and always, like those previously employed, contain the line in 
question, thus confirming my conclusion (p. 467) that the list 
is surface corruption. No other lines are omitted by these 
papyri, nor are there any cases of additions or transpositions of 
lines. The evidence is thus exactly what my theory demands.* 
Of the Iliad this additional material contains 1223 lines, of 
which 260 had not been previously found in papyri.^ 

cessible : B 494-678 6 p Cairo Byz II 141, and the Vienna portions of 
P Brit Mus 271 containing parts of the third book of the Odyssey. 

= o 266-276 296-307 5p Oxy XI 1394 | y 435-449 Ip Soc It II 122 | 
S 97-100 197-204 222-224 248-261 2p Oxy VI 953 | e 106-113 Ip Soc It 
I 8 I f 146-171 2p Hal 5b | 264-75 294-305 4p Oxy XI 1395 | i 358-361 
364 405-408 410-412 5p Oxy XI 1396 | m 344-352 h Hal 5a | « 299-303 
328-332 4/5p Oxy VI 954 | o 329-333 362-366 4/5p Soc It I 9 | p 200-209 
228-234 301-308 324-332 4p Ac B Lettres 1905 p. 215 | p 601-606 3p 
Oxy VI 955 | «• 27-40 3p Oxy VI 955 | <r 67. 70 5p Oxy XI 1397 | 4> 
356-367 3|p Oxy XI 1398 | V 309-326 342-356 2/3p Oxy VI 956 | w 
421-445 2/3p Soc It II 115. 

'I may note in passing that Landwehr, Phil. 44 p. 586, argues that 
in the papyrus there published some verses between i 87 and { 373 
were omitted. His suggestion that these were 159, 162-164, lines at- 
tacked by the Alexandrian critics, can now be definitely rejected. The 
space is too large, cf. Blass, Itpl. p. 153, to permit exact calculation; 
but it is hardly a mere coincidence that I have designated i 369-370 as 
certain interpolations. 

' A 129-150 2p P Brit Mus 272 | 173-187 2p Preib 5 | 298-333 l/2p 
P Bodl e 58(f) | 357 413 439-479 (457-458 inferred) 492-493 503-514 5p 
Soc It II 113 I B 158-174 179 (implied) 3p Soc It II 137 | 220-223 Ip 
Arch V 379 | 381-392 2p Lefebvre | 444-446 456-467 5p Oxy XI 1385 ( 
836-852 864-877 2/3p P Brit Mus 886 | A 22-49 79-100 424-447 3p 
Blass, Ber Siichs Gesell 1904, 211 | 50-66 4/5p Soc It I 11 | 257-271 3p 
Oxy XI 1386 I E 206-224 2p Oxy XI 1387 | 265-289 3/4p P Berol 11636 
(from facsimile AB 1913 p. 219, the reverse is said to contain 287- 
317) I 554-561 566-569 601-610 (and two fragments) 3p Wess Stud V | 
Z 133-150 156-160 la Oxy XI 1388 | H 182-194 218-230 250-255 285-289 
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In this material there are a number of ' surface corruptions.' 
For the confusion affecting A 357 456-458 505-507 511 in P. 
Soc. It. 113; I 4 in BCH 28; A 603-604 610 in P. Tebt. 266; 
A 637-641 in P. Oxy. XI 1391 ; and A 642-644 648-649 in P. 
Soc. It. 10 reference to the original publications may suffice.* 
The other examples are: A 55 om. it. P. Soc. It. 11 add. im. 
m. 2.»— H 358 post vm. 359 iteravit P. Soc. It. 114 (dittography 
. . . ayopiveis, . . . dyojoevets) — K 258-261 om. P. SoC. It. 13 
(hapl. . . . WriKi, . . . WriKf.)—K 639 om. P. Soc. It. 10, il. 
add. m. 1—M 27/28 om. P. Soc. It. 10, im. corr. m. l"-"— 
N800 om. P. Soc. It. 10 (hapl. . . . aXAa, . . . oiXXoi)— 5 617 
cum. V. 1. iteravit Mel. Nic— X 24-26 om. P. Soc. It. 139 (hapl. 
. . . TreSloLo, . . . weSioio) — * 140 cm. it., add. im. P. Soc. It. 
140. Wherever other papyri can be compared, this corruption 
does not of course appear.^^ 

With the exception of a single passage to be discussed later, 
my list (pp. 8-12) of passages to be judged interpolations be- 
cause of the manuscript evidence is tested but at seven points: 

4p Ory XI 1389 | 355-371 5p Soc It II 114 | 9 1-22 49-52 63-65 95 
98-109 111-120 128-135 139-144 150-163 173-192 2/3p P Brit Mus 
736 I 451-456 486-491 ip Soc It I 10 | I 1-7 r BCH 28. 207 f. | 287-296 
325-331 5p Oxy XI 1390 | 575-585 608-619 4p Soc It I 12 | K 199-221 
237-263 3p Soc It I 13 | A 464-466 515-517 4p Soc It II 138 | 526-528 
566-569 597-602 634-641 5p Oxy XI 1391 | 556-613 2p P Tebt 266 j 
578-581 607-614 628-649 660-672 4p Soc It I 10 | M 3-16 23-47 53-63 
136-140 166-170 4p Soc It I 10 | N 545-559 Ip P Berol 11516 (Schu- 
bart, Taf. I) | 751-780 786-813 4p Soc It I 10 | O 303-325 3p Oxy XI 
1392 I n 157-170 191-203 5p Oxy XI 1393 | P 102-115 142-152 P Rainer 
533 (Puhrer p. 127) | 2 76-99 (some inferred) 112-135 4/5p Soc It I 
14 I 574-579 615-617 4/5p Mel Nic 222 | X 1-17 22-38 2/3p Soc It II 
139 I 449-474 P Brit Mus 1811 | ^ 63-88 93-97 126-147 152-156 3p Soc 
It II 140 I 485-491 499-509 2/3p Soc It II 141. 

' The editors consider the possibility of ' plus ' verses in P. Tebt. 266, 
P. Oxy. 1391 which seems to me improbable. Accordingly, I do not 
now, as formerly (p. 128), regard P. Tebt. 266 as akin to the Ptolemaic 
text. 

•So also Ludwich's N"; there can be no connection with Aristarchus' 
athetosis of w. 55-56. 

"Editor does not see quite clearly, but the trouble was due to hap- 
lography from x^^P^"'"- to Kinaai. 

« For A cf. P. Fayum 141, P. Greco-Egiz. 106, P. Berol. 9854, P. Ryl. 
44, P. Bodl. a 1; for A P. Morgan; for H 358 P. Oxy. 547; for M 27/28, 
N 800 P. Morgan; for 2 617 PP. Brit. Mus. 107, 127. 
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A 463' (P. Soe. It. 113), B 168 (P. Soe. It. 137), H 368-369 
(P. Soe. It. 114), ©183 (P. Brit. Mus. 736), N 808' (P. Soe. 
It. 10), P 145' (P. Rainer 533) and X 10" (P. Soe. It. 139). 
All seven of these passages are omitted by these papyri. Six of 
them are omitted also by papyri previously employed : A 463' 
by P. Berol. 7495, and (probably) P. Greco-Bgiz. 106; B 168 
by P. Brit. Mus. 126 and P. Bodl. a 1 ; © 183 by P. Fayum 210 ; 
N808" by P. Morgan; P 145' (probably) by P. Berol. 230; 
and X 10* by P. Oxy. 559. For the remaining passage H 368- 
369 papyrus evidence has not hitherto been available. The 
second list (pp. 12-13), in which the disturbance of the manu- 
scripts is not so marked, is tested but at one point : © 6 is 
omitted by P. Brit. Mus. 736 as it was previously by P. Good- 
speed 7. On pp. 22-23 I have given lists of lines omitted in 
papyri accidentally ; wherever the new papyri come into question, 
they contain these lines. B 842 is found in P. Brit. Mus. 886 ; 
A 560, 595' in P. Tebt. 266; 2 132 in P. Soe. It. 14; 5 577 in 
P. Mel. Nic. ; and A 178 in P. Freib. 5. 

So far then the new evidence has conformed to my theory 
exactly, and there remains but one passage. Nestor in telling 
Patroclus of the misfortune of the Greeks says : 

A 660 pipX.r]Tcu fjiiv o TvSeiSjjs xpaTcpos Aio/t^Sijs, 

ovrao-Tat 8' 'OSucrevs 8ovpntA.vTos 17S' ^ A.yafi.ifi.vu>v ' 
j8ey3Xi;Tat 8e Kai EvpiwrvXos Kara /xtjpov oi'crTm — 

and the same words are afterwards (1125-27) used by Patroclus 
to Achilles. Now in n the last line makes difficulty enough ; ^^ 
but in A it is obviously much worse, and there it is generally 
regarded as a late intruder from 11. There is nothing to show 
that the scholiasts knew the line in A, while according to 
Duentzer, Horn. Aih. p. 65, it is ignored even by Bustathius. 
The manuscript evidence for it here is slight, consisting accord- 
ing to Ludwich only of J, a thirteenth-century manuscript, and 
of others still later. Under these circumstances it was surpris- 
ing to find the line in P. Morgan, and it is still more surprising 
to find it again in P. Soe. It. 10. The disturbance in the manu- 
scripts is too great to permit the explanation that the inter- 
polation was made at an extremely early date, and had become 

" Cf. most recently Wilamowitz, Die Ilias und Eomer, p. 118. 
5 
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fairly wide-spread by the fourth century. Personally I believe 
that a whim of fortune has here saved for us two representatives 
of a small minority, while leaving the majority unrepresented ; ^* 
others may see in this a mere cutting of the knot. 

In this connection I should like to point out an additional 
reason for believing that in about 150 b. c. there was a revolu- 
tion in the publication of the Homeric text. The fact, first 
observed by Grenfell and Hunt, Hibeh Papyri, pp. 67-75, that 
the text then changes suddenly from a longer to a shorter ver- 
sion, is now generally recognized. The papyrus evidence strong- 
ly indicates also that the new text introduced a new peculiarity 
of form — the division of each poem into twenty-four books. 
After 150 B. c. there are a number of papyri which show the 
book division exactly as it is familiar to us; while, so far as 
my memory serves, there is not one for which we have reason 
to believe that its text was not so divided. Before that date the 
situation is reversed. Of earlier papyri, seven (eight if the 
Eylands papyrus of n is distinct) have been published, and in 
none is there a trace of the division into books. On the con- 
trary, there is no division between A and M in the Geneva papy- 
rus, nor between X and * in P. Hibeh 22 ; while in P. Hibeh 21 
considerations of space point strongly to the conclusion that H 
and ® were similarly joined. I have shown that the new text 
came from the edition of Aristarchus, and it is natural to assign 
to the same source the division into books. 

Whether this division is original with Aristarchus is another 
question. If so, I should not regard it with Ludwich, AHT 
II 220 n., as a crime, but as a service. There is a tradition 
which ascribes it to Aristarchus, cf. Wolf, Proleg. p. 256, and 
no cogent reason for distrusting it. The argument in favor of 
Zenodotus from the close of the Odyssey, cf. Lachmann, Be- 
trachtungen, p. 93, Wilamowitz, Horn. Tint., p. 369 n., breaks 
down upon examination ; ^* and so does the argument from 
the close of H — cf. Lachmann, Ludwich, locc. citt. — against 

"Who would expect a papyrus io be published under the number of 
the line it accidentally omits ? Yet P. Soc. It. 140 omits *■ 140. 

"The notion that the text of Aristarchus actually ended with ^296 
must be definitely abandoned. Had it done so, the vulgate would hare 
stopped with the same line. 
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Zenodotus. In spite of the claims of Wilamowitz, Die Ilias und 
Homer, p. 33 n., the papyrus evidence is of no aid in deciding 
between Zenodotus and Aristarchus, although it is amply suffi- 
cient to refute those who hold that the book division existed 
semper et uhique. 

When the papyri discoveries began it was natural to look, as 
Kenyon, Landwehr and others did, for a relation between omis- 
sions in the papyri and atheteses of the Alexandrian critics. 
The expectation found no fulfilment ; " and the subsequent re- 
action has tended towards a denial of the value of these variants. 
That tendency was aided by two facts : the papyrus evidence was 
rated piece by piece, and the significant omissions were obscured 
by the surface corruption. By setting aside the latter and by 
studying the problem as a whole I have previously shown a high 
degree of correlation between three classes of facts: 1) the sig- 
nificant omissions in the papyri; 2) fluctuations in the manu- 
script testimony; and 3) positive or negative indications that 
the lines were not in the edition of Aristarchus. The material 
here presented has tested this correlation severely ; for the ques- 
tion has been whether the known facts of the second and third 
class would permit a forecast of the significant omissions to be 
found in papyri covering some 1500 lines. The test has resulted 
in a way which can, I believe, leave no doubt of the reality of 
this correlation. If so, it demands an explanation. The hypo- 
thesis that our vulgate began by agreeing line for line with the 
edition of Aristarchus, and afterwards suffered interpolation, is 
in itself most probable. It is, besides, the only one that can 
account for the correlation observed. 

George Melviiie Bollikg. 

Thb Ohio State Unitersitt. 



" Yet the hope has lingered, so that, as late as 1914, Aly thought it 
worth while to point out that P. Freib. 5 contained A 177, a line 
athetized by Aristarchus. 



